The discourse that emerged from the Catholic Guild of Israel had some distinctive features from the broader English Catholic discourse. Superficially there were similarities. Jews were portrayed in some Guild publications as usurious, bolshevist and anti-Christian. However, these deprecating stereotypes were peripheral features of the discourse of the Guild. The central theme was Jewish 'power'. Jewish power was not the central theme in the broader English Catholic discourse, but when it was broached, it was almost universally portrayed as a dangerous and destructive force (for example, as part of a Jewish-Masonic conspiracy or the manifestation of Antichrist). Conversely, Jewish power was the key feature of the discourse of the Catholic Guild of Israel, but it was portrayed in ambivalent rather than unequivocally hostile terms; a dangerous force if left to run wild outside the Church, but an asset if brought into the Church. This ambivalent construction of Jewish power produced correspondingly mixed views about Zionism.
Despite the attempts to present Jews in a more favourable light, ambivalence and power almost always found their way into Guild publications. The Jews, it was argued, had great vitality, zeal and energy, which made them dangerous outside of the Church, but a potential asset if they could be brought into it. This idea was disseminated by the two most senior and prolific members of the Guild: Father Bede Jarrett , head of the English province of the Dominican Order and the founder and president of the Guild, and Father Arthur Day (1866 Day ( -1946 , an English Jesuit, vice-president of the Guild and the author of several booklets and articles on 'the Jews'. Their notions of Jewish power influenced their views about Jews and their policies on various matters such as Zionism. Significantly, whilst they shared very similar views about the dangers and merits of Jewish power, they reached opposing positions about Zionism. The first two sections of this article examine the notions of Jewish power adopted by Day and Jarrett, and how it influenced their views on Zionism. Day and Jarrett have been selected for this article for two reasons. Firstly, whilst their discourse about Jews expanded over the years, certain key themes, such as their intertwined views about Jewish power and Zionism, remained stable and consistent. Secondly, they were not only the two most senior members of the Guild, they were also the two most prolific authors in the Guild. Most of the Guild booklets, pamphlets and articles were written by Day or Jarrett, and those that were written by other authors, 9 usually adopted similarly ambivalent views about Jewish zeal and power. However, one member who did not cohere to the worldviews of Jarrett and Day was Hans Herzl (1890 Herzl ( -1930 , the son of the Zionist leader, Theodor Herzl. The third section of this article examines the Catholicism and anti-Zionism of Hans Herzl. On the surface, Hans Herzl seems to have shared the anti-Zionist views of Bede Jarrett (and many other English Catholics of that time), but unlike Jarrett and Day, his views on Zionism had little to do with Jewish power. His views were determined by his personal conceptions of identity, purpose, Jewish nationality and Catholicism. Whilst Day and Jarrett represent the central core of the discourse of the Catholic Guild of Israel, with most other members gravitating towards their views, Hans Herzl represents the outer boundary of the Guild's discourse.
This article aims to present the reader with a window into the largely unexamined Catholic Guild of Israel. It will thus present a distinctive segment of the English Catholic discourse, and improve our overall understanding of English Catholic attitudes towards Jews and Zionism during the early twentieth-century. It is of course impossible to present the entire discourse of the Catholic Guild of Israel, or a detailed analysis of every member of the Guild, in a single article. And whilst power and ambivalence were key features of the discourse, other important aspects -such as a reoccurring portrayal of Judaism as incomplete Catholicism -have had to go largely unexamined in this article. Whilst the picture that will emerge will inevitably be incomplete, it is hoped that by focusing on these key features, and by presenting the views of the two most prolific and central members of the Guild, combined with the views of a prominent individual who was on the periphery of the discourse, as representative an image of the Catholic Guild of Israel will be constructed as is possible.
Bede Jarrett and Arthur Day: Jewish Power
Bede Jarrett, the founder and president of the Catholic Guild of Israel, believed that the Jews were not merely a foreign presence in England; more importantly, he argued, they were a 'power' to be reckoned with. 'It is time that we realised the power of the Jew here and elsewhere', he argued, 'and remembered that this power will increase'. The biggest threat, Jarrett reasoned, was the 'liberal Jew'. When he referred to liberal Jews, Jarrett did not have Liberal Judaism in mind. In Jarrett's worldview, Jews were either converts to Christianity (i.e. good Jews), 'orthodox' (i.e. religious Jews -portrayed as bad but relatively harmless) or 'liberal' (i.e. non-religious Jews -portrayed as dangerous, revolutionary, and either socialist or capitalist). 10 The 'orthodox Jew' was relatively inconsequential because his power was turned in upon himself. According to Jarrett, 'the orthodox Jew, hating Christ and loving the Law, is driven in upon himself, and consequently is harmless'. Jarrett explained that as long as he 'remains separated from the world by the walls of the Talmud, his anti-Christianism is limited to his own atmosphere'. In a modern refinement of the well poisoning accusation, Jarrett explained that 'the liberal Jew is the active enemy of Christian ideals and hopes, and works for their overthrow'. He stated that the liberal Jew 'does not poison the wells of drinking water, as mediaeval Europe believed; [but] he does endeavour to poison the living springs of Christendom'. 11 Jarrett seemed to perceive the so-called 'power' of the Jews as something akin to a racial possession, and simultaneously feared and desired it. He expressed a desire to tap into this reservoir of Jewish energy for the benefit of the Church. In 1917, he argued that the Church has 'great need of the Children of Israel', in particular 'their flaming zeal' and their 'fixed constancy' which has endured 'through the vicissitudes of these thousands of years'. He went on to explain that: 'It is these people who still have something of the zeal and the flame which perhaps our own hearts lack. It is something of that fire, something of that flame, that we ask the Mother of God to bring into our midst'. 12 In 1921, he stated that 'the Jew is nearly always a man of ideals, not wholly devoted to finance. He has shown himself a capable artist, a musician, a political leader; he has been a General in the British Army, a Lord Chief Justice, a Prime Minister'. Jarrett suggested that it may be deduced that 'the Jew' has 'climbed to power through injustice', but this, he argued, only strengthens the need for converting him. He concluded that 'the Catholic Church needs at this present moment, more than anything else, apostles such as the Jews have shown themselves to be, incisive, enthusiastic, unhampered by convention, able to throw themselves with ardour and whole-heartedly into the service of any ideal that can inspire and inflame'. 13 In 1927, he again expressed his fears that 'the Jewish people' were the cause of 'extraordinary mischief' in the world, but he reiterated his belief that 'in an especial way, the Jew is an apostle by nature. He carries fire and enthusiasm with him. A great number of movements to-day have their most active flame-bearers in the Jews, for they are the most religious of all races; either in defence of it or in violent antagonism to it, the Jew cannot be kept clear of God'. 14 Arthur Day, the vice-president of the Guild and the Guild's principle author, expressed similar ambivalent sentiments about Jews and Jewish power. For Day, the issue was the 'Jewish mentality', which he regarded as pervasive, anti-Christian, and at times violent. 15 In 1924, Day expressed admiration for Hilaire Belloc's book, The Jews (1922), 16 which he suggested presented the Jew in a 'scientific and judicial' manner, rather than as an 'idealised pastille portrait'. He agreed with Belloc that the Jews must accept some of the blame for the antipathy that has been felt towards them. Father Day stated that 'the fact that their ancestors had rejected Christ was necessarily a bad introduction' and 'their strict retentiveness of their ancient Eastern customs was often embarrassing for their hosts'. 17 Father Day acknowledged that 'past experiences at the hands of ill-advised Christians' was possibly the reason why 'Jews are extraordinarily difficult to convert'. He concluded that Jewish resistance can be removed, because Catholics 'can show them, in a kindly way, that if they persist in that attitude of rigid exclusion towards Christians they cannot expect us to include them with any cordiality into our social system'. 18 Day regularly referred to Jewish hostility to Christians to balance out Christian hostility to Jews. He suggested in 1925 that 'if Jews object to Christians being "anti-Semitic," they should set us the example of not being "anti-Christian. were not always blameless. 20 Referring to the crucifixion and the 'stiff-neckitis' of Jews, Day stated in 1932 that 'the Jew, with a few glorious exceptions, having chosen Barabbas, has never reconsidered his decision'. 21 Father Day's attempts to convince his readers of the bilateral nature of violence in the Jewish-Catholic dynamic, and that 'provocation was not always lacking' when Jews were ill-treated, continued into the late 1930s 22 and early 1940s. 23 Like Jarrett, Day also argued that the Jews would be a powerful asset if brought into the Church. In 1924, in an article in the Month, a Jesuit periodical, he referred to his 'pro-Jew proclivities', described Jews as 'interesting and attractive', and expressed admiration for the works of the prominent Anglo-Jewish author, Israel Zangwill. He stated that the Jews are 'a race that is on the whole more idealistic and versatile than we are'. 24 In his memoirs, Day concluded that the lives of Jewish converts demonstrate even to the most 'incredulous' that 'a choice Jewish soul … has qualities, intellectual and spiritual, that fit it pre-eminently to shine in the Catholic firmament'. He observed that the percentage of such souls was by no means a small percentage of the Jewish population. 25 Like Jarrett, Day argued that Jews are imbued with qualities that would make them an asset to the Church. 'The Jew', he stated, is 'a hard nut to crack', but the 'kernel' is 'sweet'. He encouraged Catholics to look and listen for 'the golden quality of the Jew'. 26 22 In a Catholic Truth Society booklet published in 1938, Father Day argued that Jewish hostility towards Christians should be kept in mind when Jews feel 'tempted to complain of the cruelties of the Inquisition'. According to the booklet, in 1854, the family of two young Jewish converts to Catholicism had used violence to force them to abandon the Church. Day stated that one uncle attempted to strangle one of the boys. 'Whilst threatening the boy's life, he kept exclaiming at the top of his voice: "Renounce, renounce!"' Day claimed that another uncle assaulted the other boy with an iron bar and it was only the intercession of some passing soldiers which prevented a 'martyrdom'. Arthur Day 
Bede Jarrett and Arthur Day: Zionism and anti-Zionism
Jarrett and Day's obsession with Jewish power, influence and zeal, fed into their discourses about Zionism. Significantly, on this issue, they adopted opposing views. Whilst Jarrett only referred to Zionism occasionally, he did seem to lean towards the construction of a 'Zionist Menace'. He observed in 1917 that the consequences of Zionism should be a matter for 'profound reflection'. Zionism, he suggested, would mean the 'influence of eight millions of Jewish brains' let loose in an undeveloped land. He implied that a repeat of the so-called 'mischief' that occurred in Russia would probably ensue. He concluded that 'it may be a blessing and lead to a sudden and torrential widening of the Kingdom of God, or it may prove the inauguration of a great anti-Christian campaign in the west'. 29 In 1921, he argued that the influence and dominance of 'political Judaism' is everywhere, not only in England, but also in 'India, and of course Palestine'. Jarrett blamed the Jew for the anti-Christian revolution in Russia and the so-called Judaizing of Christianity in England, and he questioned why the Jew should even worry about Zionism. 'There is then no reason for wondering at the power the Jews wield today', he observed, for 'the Jew finds himself in a civilization which is based on capitalism, that is, on a system in which money counts most -and money is his flair'. He argued that it was ludicrous for the Jew to head back to Palestine, where survival would be based almost entirely on agriculture, when banking and capitalism were his speciality. 'Indeed', he concluded, 'why should he worry over Palestine when he has the world at his feet?' 30 Significantly, Arthur Day's ambivalent perception of the so-called Jewish mentality led him to the opposite conclusion. Day was one of a small number of English Catholics during the 1910s and 1920s to approve of Zionism (along with Mark Sykes 31 and G. K. Chesterton 32 ). At the Catholic Truth Society meeting in Liverpool in February 1927, Day referred to the 'wonderful transformation' of the Jew which was being effected in Palestine, and he recommended that the Zionist movement should be kept under critical but sympathetic observation. 33 During a debate on the subject of Zionism at a meeting of the Catholic Citizen's Parliament at Vauxhall in December 1927, Day argued that it is an abnormal state of affairs for a people with a historic past to be without a country to call their own. He reasoned that in addition to 'arguments drawn from prophecy', which he suggested were 'cogent' enough on their own, Palestine was the 'natural seat of the race' and a 'natural Homeland and spiritual centre'. Like Jarrett, Day's reasoning was connected to his ambivalent perception of Jewish power. He explained to his Catholic audience that 'if the Jew had under the stress of adversity degenerated to the status of a gipsy, 34 we might regard him as a negligible factor; but so far from this being the case, he is generally credited with exercising great influence for good and evil'. 'Selfish considerations alone', he explained, 'should suffice to force us to grapple with the problem of relieving Jewish discontent, and thereby exercising that "malaise" which it engenders'. Furthermore, he suggested, the Jewish pioneers will find themselves 'surrounded not only by Old Testament memorials but also by those of the New Covenant'. 'Sunshine and sweat -two splendid medicines -will remove, where it has existed, the obsession of bitter memories, and Jews will be in a far better frame of mind for considering the merits of Christianity', he concluded. 35 He argued in 1931 that 'however much we may dislike the religion or the irreligiousness of Jews', the revival of their Hebrew language and their return to 'the tiling of the soil on which the Saviour trod, is calculated sooner or later to bring them nearer to the heart of truth'. 36 In his memoirs, Day stated that Zionism has 'some fine achievements to its credit'. He praised the fact that it had brought a vast number of the 'scattered Children of Israel' beak to 'their native soil', and argued that 'sunshine and starlight have gladdened their hearts, and honest toil, in all weathers, has weaned them from the false charm of a parasitic existence'. He referred to the brave work of the pioneer colonists, who had drained the marshes at risk to their own lives. He saluted those who had paid the price 'in death and disease', concluding that it was not too big a price to pay considering that as a result they were on the brink of winning back the country of their ancestors. He concluded that the prospects for Zionism were still fraught with deadly perils, and he offered his prayers that the Jews would emerge triumphant from the adventure. 37 
Hans Herzl: Zionism and Catholicism
In a somewhat ironic twist, Hans Herzl, the son of the Zionist leader, Theodor Herzl, stood opposed to Zionism, whilst being mentored as a recent convert to Roman Catholicism by Father Day, an advocate of Zionism. Hans Herzl's path to -and fromCatholicism was not a straight one. For Hans, the Church proved to be but a brief sojourn in a life spent searching for a core belief to sustain him. During his life, he tried Theosophy, Anglicanism, a Baptist community in Vienna, Catholicism, Quakerism and Liberal Judaism. Even after he formerly left the Church in 1925, he did not entirely turn his back on Catholicism. However, none of his religious commitments brought him lasting happiness, or purged his feelings of angst and uncertainty, and at the age of thirty-nine, he committed suicide. 38 34 A year earlier, Day has stated that if the Jews had 'not been gifted with a most remarkable character and watched over by a special providence, they would almost inevitably have degenerated into gipsies'. Arthur Day 38 Hans Herzl shot himself the day before the funeral of his sister Pauline Herzl. He felt guilty for not being able to help Pauline to overcome her emotional problems and addiction to drugs. However, whilst the occasion was his sister's funeral, the likely cause was his prolonged depression, exasperated by his inability to find a lasting faith to give his life meaning and direction. At the time, Hans and Pauline were both considered an embarrassment to their father's legacy (Hans because he converted to Christianity and committed suicide, and Pauline because she had a According to Hans, his mother had a 'leaning towards religion', but his father was influenced more by the 'habits of Free Thought'. He explained that he and his sisters 'were only taught two or three simple and short prayers'. Living in England after the death of his father, he 'outwardly observed the principal Jewish customs', whilst losing whatever 'inward religion' he possessed. He described his life during this period as 'in the main a futile existence', becoming largely 'apathetic in the matter of religion'. 39 In fact, Hans felt himself in desperate need of a faith to sustain him. Ilse Sternberger, in her book about Theodor Herzl's children, observed that Theodor had regarded the need for God a 'passing weakness', but that Hans needed 'the security of a supra-human power to give his life the motive and direction he could not find within himself'. There was, Sternberger convincingly observed, a sense of internal emptiness that Hans was desperate to fill with a 'core of certainty, a centre of gravity', and this led him on quest to find 'a religious faith which would totally sustain him'. According to Sternberger, 'it was a quest that would leave him disillusioned, drained and desperate'. In his letters and diaries, he frequently recorded his feelings of worthlessness, stated that he 'despised' himself, and expressed thoughts about suicide. As early as 1910, he had written to an uncle explaining that he felt himself 'unfit for life', and that he often thought about putting 'an end to so miserable an existence'. In 1919, he wrote a letter to his sister Pauline, informing her that he had come to the conclusion that he had 'lived too long', that his life had been 'unsuccessful' and 'sinful', and that his 'psychic energy' had been exhausted. He was extremely self-critical in his diary, condemning his 'hankering after distinction' and 'greatness', which he observed had led to his missing 'all the realities of life'. He recorded that he needed to learn to respect people, that he was full of 'all sorts of contempts, spites, hatreds', and that there was something 'warring' within him. 'Oh God, I am so ugly!', he declared. 40 Father Day had also observed and reported this melancholic side to Hans Herzl's nature, and his 'habitual self-deprecation'. Day observed that Hans was 'was a continual self-tormentor', and that he suffered from a 'strain of melancholia in his temperament'. 41 After the First World War, 42 Hans felt completely uncertain about the course of his life. He set out to find a definite religious creed to bolster his sense of identity and to give direction to his life. During the war he attended the Anglican Church, theosophical meetings, and spiritualist séances, but none of these maintained a lasting hold over him. It was during the early 1920s that he developed his attraction for Catholicism, having been impressed by meetings of the Catholic Evidence Guild in Hyde Park. He did not however immediately convert to Catholicism, which he claimed was partly because he felt 'unworthy problem with drugs and a controversial love life), and were denied their final wish: to be interred with their father. of being a Catholic'. However, he did embrace Christianity, being baptized by a Baptist community in Vienna. The happiness he gained from joining the Baptist community was short-lived. Before long he doubted his decision, arriving at the conclusion that it was not enough to accept the Christian faith, he must also embrace the Catholic Church in order to become a member of 'the larger community of Christians'. 43 According to Sternberger, after a momentary elation, he 'relapsed into darkness', felt doubt about his conversion into the Baptist community, and doubted 'the world as he doubted himself'. 44 Hans returned to England and discussed his feelings of doubt with a cousin, who put him in touch with Father Day. 45 Day provided him with guidance and instruction for joining the Catholic Church. He was received into the Church at the Chapel of Our Lady of Sion (the home of the Catholic Guild of Israel) on 19 October 1924. In 1924, the Catholic Guild of Israel was still a relatively new organisation. Whilst it had received the blessing of popes and archbishops, it was finding the actual work of converting the Jews to be difficult and slow. 46 The securing of Hans Herzl, a Jewish convert with a very distinguished name, was thus a much needed propaganda coup for the Guild. As Day later acknowledged, this 'good news' was spread, albeit on a 'modest scale', and Hans was 'induced' to 'write a short account of his adoption of Catholicism'. 47 This account appeared in two prominent English Catholic newspapers, the Tablet and the Universe, in November 1924. 48 Five months later, in March 1925, Hans published another article in the Universe, discussing Zionism and the Mandate for Palestine, which he believed should be passed to the Holy See. It seems unlikely that this article was induced by Father Day, as Day supported Zionism, but it is possible that Jarrett encouraged Hans to write it. Hans stated that he was opposed to the Balfour Declaration because he believed that 'the Jewish people no longer require a national home in Palestine'. Hans observed that from 1881 onwards, the Jews poured out of Russia into Western Europe in order to escape persecution, setting up Jewish colonies in various cities, creating 'a minor Jewish problem wherever they appeared, setting up that local irritation which alien bodies produce in living organisms'. He suggested that his father had recognised that this irritation led to a so-called 'legitimate anti-Semitism'. Hans believed that his father's solution, political Zionism and the setting up of a 'Jewish National Home in Palestine', was no longer necessary, because 'there no longer exists a Jewish problem in Eastern Europe'. Hans argued that Jewish money and sentiment should be channelled to Russia rather than Palestine. 'If those large sums which wealthy American Jews are now pouring into the Zionist coffers were diverted towards the restoration of Russia', he argued, then 'that country which has so long been the national home of the Jewish people in the past could be made habitable for them in the future'. He stated that the only 'sort of Mandate in the Middle East' that he could personally conceive of was for 'the custody of the Holy places' to be 'held by the Holy See'. 49 Significantly, shortly after writing this article, he left the Church.
According to Day, Hans Herzl's 'full membership' of the Church cannot have lasted more than six months. 50 This would suggest that he started to abandon the Church around April 1925 (i.e. approximately one month after the article). Day explained that 'H. H. got it into his head that his conversion had been too much boomed by the Catholic Guild of Israel'. He observed that Hans could be over-sensitive, at times morbid, and was hurt by the Guild's rejoicing at the securing of a distinguished Jewish convert. After he left the Church, Hans accused the Guild of 'fanaticism' in his diary on account of being pressured to write about his conversion to Catholicism. According to Day, Hans claimed that his Catholicism collapsed because he felt the Guild was more interested in making converts than actually steering souls to God, and because he 'had never been convinced of the Divinity of Christ'. 51 Sternberger observes that even though he was no longer admitted to holy communion after his departure from the Church, he still regularly attended mass throughout his life. Sternberger also refers to a number of near reconciliations with the Church. On one occasions, Hans claimed he was considering an offer to help form a special episcopate of Jewish converts to Catholicism in Jerusalem. Towards the end of his life, he talked to a Catholic priest, Father Rigby, about being reconciled to the Church, though it led to nothing. 52 Father Day also observed that Hans Herzl remained loosely affiliated with the Church. According to Day, whilst his complete membership of the Church only lasted about six months, his falling away from Catholicism was a more gradual process. 53 According to Day, he and Hans continued to be friends after Hans's departure from the Church, and Hans continued to attend Catholic services. Day observed that Hans often expressed a desire to be reconciled with the Church, but that this was thwarted by his inability to overcome his 'pet objections against Catholic theology'. 54 Hans Herzl's rejection of Zionism continued after his departure from the Church, and he continued to maintain the belief that the Catholic Church should hold the mandate for the Holy Places in Palestine. After he left the Church, he became friends with a Jewish journalist, Marcel Sternberger. According to Marcel's wife, Ilse Sternberger, Hans explained to her husband that he believed Zionism had become imperialistic, territorial, and covetous for land, having lost the national idealism which would unite the Jewish people. He argued that Jewish nationalism should be more about a love for the Jewish people, and not tied to territory. Despite his departure from the Church, he still believed that 'the Jewish nation' would be best served by affiliating with 'the Papal State', 'the Synagogue' becoming a 'constituent member of the World-Church', with 'the Pope, as sovereign of dispersed Jewry'. Hans concluded that the Pope 'would be the surest guarantor of Jewish human rights'. 55 
Conclusion
Jewish 'power' was clearly something that Day and Jarrett simultaneously feared and desired to bring into the Church. Whilst they shared similar views about Jewish power, they reached opposing views about Zionism. Whilst Jewish power (or zeal, fire, flame, energy and vitality) was a key factor, there were other considerations that fed into their reasoning. Like Day, Jarrett wanted to bring this energy into the Church, but he seems to have been driven more by his fear that liberal Jews -i.e. non-religious, non-orthodox Jews -were poisoning the 'living springs of Christendom'. For Jarrett, traditional Judaism was a good thing, but only because he believed that the orthodox Jew's energy and so-called hatred for Christianity was turned in upon itself and rendered harmless by it. He feared that with the Jews abandoning the Talmud, this energy would be -or was being -turned against Christendom in a series of violent anti-Christian revolutions. 'He is giving up his Talmudic faith', he warned, and 'without any other to take its place he will be, is, violently revolutionary in the varying extremes of anarchism and chaos'. His solution was to give the Jew another religion, to 'give him Catholicism', as then 'there is a chance for some steadiness in our political and social life'. In essence therefore, Jarrett believed that Judaism was good because it neutralised the Jews' power, but with the Jews abandoning Judaism, the only other solution was to bring them -and their zeal and energy -into the Church. As one Jewish Catholic observed in 1917, Jarrett seemed to sound 'the call to arms for the conversion of the Jew' as an act of 'self defence' on behalf of the Church. 56 He believed that the liberal Jews had caused extraordinary mischief in Russia, and the last thing he wanted was for them to be given an opportunity to run rampant again, causing mischief in the Holy Land.
Day conversely, whilst sharing similar views about Jewish power and the so-called Jewish 'mentality', seems to have been driven by awe rather than by fear. For Day, Judaism was not a set of walls to render the Jew harmless. He considered Judaism an incomplete form of Catholicism rather than an act of rebellion or revolution. According to Hugh Angress, a Jewish convert to Catholicism and the Chairman of the Catholic Guild of Israel, the Jewish Catholic had not ceased to be a Jew because Catholicism was not a replacement to Judaism, but rather a complete and fulfilled Judaism. 57 Day accepted this view. He observed that 'Judaism did not break off from Catholicism, it only stopped short -a terribly sad failure … but not a rebellion or revolution'. 58 However, he also believed that Judaism was a problem, because it acted as 'a mighty bond of union' that made it difficult to convince Jews to embrace Christianity. 59 Day considered the Jew a great challenge, a 'hard nut to crack', but he believed that within the hard shell there lay a 'sweet' kernel. He wanted to bring that sweet kernel into the Church, and he believed the best way to overcome Jewish resistance was to support Zionism. Whilst Day and Jarrett reached opposing viewpoints on the matter of Zionism, they were essentially a part of the same discourse. Whilst on the surface Hans Herzl adopted the anti-Zionism of Jarrett, he was in essence a part of a completely different discourse. Day and Jarrett were part of a Catholic discourse about Jews and Zionism that was influenced by their views of Judaism and Jewish power. Conversely, Hans Herzl was part of an Anglo-Jewish discourse about the merits and demerits of Zionism, which in his case was influenced by his view of Catholicism. 60 Whilst on occasion Hans referred to Zionism as a form of imperialism, his concern was not primarily a matter of Jewish power but rather the best form of Jewish nationalism. Even before he embraced Catholicism, Hans was ambivalent about Zionism. 61 He believed in Jewish nationalism, the bringing together of Jews in a great bond of love and unity, but he viewed Zionism as too territorial and political. Unlike Jarrett, Hans recognised that Jews had been persecuted in Russia, but he believed that the time was right for the Jews to turn their energy to rebuilding Russia rather than the Middle East. Even after he formally left the Church, he was still influenced by Catholicism. As he informed Lucien Wolf in 1926, i.e. after he had left the Church, he was 'opposed to the continuance of the British Mandate over Palestine'. 'Instead of the Mandate', he stated, 'I advocate … the custody of the Holy Places exercised by the Holy See'. As he later informed Marcel Sternberger, he believed that the Jewish nation should ideally be a 'Christian Theocracy of Jewish faith', a Jewish diaspora nation, with the Pope as sovereign and protector. 62
